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Ta “
aJ : The Use and Abuse of Ob_7ectJ.ves in CertaJ.n Stat;e Accountab:.l:.ty Programs ,
-t A . o A Background Paper . . =
§ "’ W J. Robert Hanson . - . - ¢ g
Q_ '- . ' ) \o 8 . ’. - - ' o .
e Introduction:' ) : e '
‘ Those persons and agenc.r.es attack.zng the use of" behav.zoral obJectJ.ves in d
. publ:.c educat:.on generally do so in light of fully Just.zfied ch.tJ.cJ.sms of such
) : object:.ves construct:.on as is J.mproperly conce:.ved, or J.nadequately prepared. -
uch a crltical stance may’ J.n many cases be an advocate pos:.tion.l In any event
it zs a contrzbut:.on to the developn\lent ‘of the tecknology. The sumarization o
* of pos:.t:.ons for and aga:.nst obJectJ.ves addresses, however, pos:.tzons o‘f a
*more phJ.J.osop}ucal nature. This listing should be J.nterpreted on the bas.ls of
each of the adversary pos:.t:.ons assuming that the obJectJ.ves technology in
0 question repre_sented some opt.zmal, expression of the art. R ' B
Pros ' - . \) " Cons' )
1. Without objectives there is no way , 1.7 That the use of objectives.
© to identify a common core of vessen~ .. overwhelms the .teacher with
- tial skills for all students.” ~ the minutia of instructional .
. b . - . et - detall such 'that central con-
2., Without objectives there is no way - -+ cepts ar"e‘obscured.,‘
< to demonstrate %he achievement or. o :
mastery of predetermined skills. ‘ 2. That the use of obJectJ.ves
\ ' . overwhelms the teacher with
3.  HWithout an objectives technology o paper work. :
) » there is no way to convert broadly : o .
S stated goals into 1n§tz‘uct:.ona1 . 3. T’hat gthe number of objectives
o segments, procedures or ch.terJ.a for e . necessary for the implementa-
. . accompl:.shment. o ' . tion of a complete curriculunm
. ' - would make the system unman-~
4. WJ.thout an obJectJ.ves technology e e ageb.‘le. . .
’ there is no uniform way to develop ‘ .
: performance criteria or test items. 4. That some parents ‘have ex-
- S T . ‘pressed concern that the in-
5. without objectives there are fewer - troduction of "behavioral
n | ways to communicate with the public 'y N . abjectives" presages behav.zor
o about pupil achievement. ' - mod:.{:.cat:.oh.
. erat ) : - L ’ . °
. ’ . : v S , Lo
8 - . US'DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, - - | * ’
. EDUCAYIDN & WELFARE
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:\\\N%!hout objectives (of many types)
o there are no ‘gensrally known techno=-

;logieS‘fbr stipulating performance

-

 expeéctations across all levels of

N

Professional. personnel (e.qe,
administrative, curriculum, -in=
astructlonal, as well as learner)

Without an obvectlyes-based system

there'are far fewer ways of stan-

dardzzzng school reportzng systems.
—

 Without obJectzves there is no way

to determine if all children achieved

certain minimal/ skills, i.e., the issue
is whether m1n rity children, for example,

should be expe ~ted to achieve com-

: parably with less dzsavantaged

rstudent populatlons.

Without obgectlves there are far
fewer mechanisms for fbcus1na on
the use and znterpretatlons of test
data (i.e., the existence ‘of well
conceived and prepared objectives

- makes posslble the construction

-of valzd and relzable test rtems)

That the exlstence of objectzves

‘in crztzcal content areas focuses
. on'outcomes, not, processes, and

provides the’ bas1s for both .~
accountability and professzonal
selfhzmprovement.

urhe utility and validity of test

‘item construction dependson . .

.approved and predetermined

statements of objectives and

.their’ perfbrmanee levels. o

&

e

. 6.'

8.

9.

-

0.

N

c.
«

That there has. been:too
1ittle congruence between,
the statement of approved
goals and the develbpment

‘of objectives for- the
classroom, i.e., the
criticism is of low (
validity for the objective's
relationsth to the’ larger

..goal.

That the use of objectives

has been restricted to teachers
and not applied to other
lavels of personnel, e.
superintendents, princ
supervisors, etc., i,

That gx#sting objective -
sources (banks, computer-
‘access systems, etc.) are
_largely restricted to low
level cognitive objectives
&nd largely overlook objec-
tives in other domains as
well &s objectives requiring
higher order think:ng skills.
/;nat the use of ébjegtfves
tends to make ‘the instruc~
tional system rigid, i.e.,
' over~-shadowing the heed
for flex1bzlzty, and falllng
to recognize that there are
varieties 6f teaching and
- learning styles.
That many objectives are so
detailed and plcayune as to
be_irrelevant to the larger
learning taskh

That the construction of

‘objectives introduces conten-
tiousness over the setting of
student: perfbrmance levels, '

" and ‘makes adversarles ‘of the

partners in the educational

- enterprise.




2.

11.

13.

account:abzlzty systems requiring an objectives-based curriculum.

Pros.

That broad representation on the 1.
objectives selection teams pro-

vides for "ownership” of the

ensuing results,,

That the local superintendént can 2.

facilitate the development “

of accountability pracedures by
inviting local orqanizational
representation as well as ’

community residents and administrative
statf (i.c., the issue here is -that
teacher involvement alone is no’
protection against that accu:f ion that

J
g 4
. .

12,
- be used unless they are a

‘or prepared) may tend to en—~
' courxge complacency in instruc-
'tiono

-

That if and when objectives
technology is employed that
it be restricted to output
or product rmeasures, and
not instructiohal procedures
or process type concerns.

That objectives should not

component of a larger moge

.comprehensive planning and

cvaluttion system.

rbnt _the existence of large

numbers of objectives (regard-

less of how well conceived

s

. That the use of, objectives

preempts aspects of the

- special relation between the

teacher and- student, the
special diagnostic and

" prescriptive task, and that

it focuses on the minutiae

. of instruction in;tead of the

larger gestalt.

- On a se(.:ondary level there are also pros and cons on the ixiple,mantation of

These are largely

28sues of representation in ‘the objectives construction process and are criticaz

concerns for the smooth implementation of any obiectives-based system.

Cons

That objectives construction
committees do not fairly
represent the twvachers'
position(s).

‘That the reasons for using

objectives are not adequately
explained, i.e., that the need

‘for objectives is a fait

accompli without the involve- °
ment of classroom personnel.




the local teachers’ oigan.ization was . S
. « not represented '

3. That tthe construction of the objec- * 3, That the objectives writing
.. tilves committees can be divided as process is a demanding and
re! -terminal achievements$, and S time consuming one and that
grade~level achievements (e.g., : teachers should rather be.
br citizen involvément could : allowed to select from exist-
y. be p¥esent for the identification, ’ ing and approved banks.
- selection or construction of school . - N :
" exit level minimal skills, and the 4. That if there 'mds; be objec::’
- professional, community on a w0 tdves that they Le restricted -
grade by grade sk;ll levels group).' ‘ to product and not pmcess
. - ' statements. ’
4. That conm:.ttees ;aEn be selec_ted L, :
for determinations of where pro- ° 5. That such objectives as are
cess as well as product object.ives . ) selected or prepared not be
may be necessary. . . made mandatory before extensive
.t ‘ field-testing for validity,
- 5. That the preparation/selection of .~ cultural, ethnic, sexual and
' objectives by particular content gaognphzc bias.
areas allows for community repre- v
sentation on the basis of the . 6. That local teachers not be
{ entry-level skills required {(i.e., made to produce objectives
as particularly germane to higher without a state-approved mcdel
order and vocationally oriented - - ox.format 'for same.
subject ‘matter). . ' ' .
S ' v 7.  That objectives writing/selec-
6. ~ That the state seize the initiative . . tilon or evaluation teams not - .
in proposing a format for the con- o include wepresentatives of the
struction ef objcetives, and making . . local community on the basis
provision for training. ! that the task 1s a professiondl
. . . one.. . S .

LI ? 3 . .

_Some Process #mpkes on the Controversy

. . - e ']
Attacking the technology of objectives-based instruction is a more socially

acceptable way of voicing ffea;AM being held accountable. Since accquntability,

S -
o

per se, is an expression of the ﬁublic's riqht:—to-knéw, and ‘.since the weakest link

K

in the technology of“instruction is the statement of objectives, it is the

. objective that is the brunt of the kc”:rit”ici'—sm of the-tmwbszableness,of the ag4
count‘ability cvncept. The pzob.lém is that to &ate thére is ho al,ternativé to
the use of some form of performance objectj.ve. C'ertam teachers! orgamzat.zons
are on xecord as oppasmg the z'equired usc of objectzves but cannot offer a

workable substz.tute. " mhe issue, then, becomes one of the state recogn.izing their

legitimate objections {and tbere are many), and simultaneously .z.nvolv.ing them

+
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representatively in the construction or selection process using the best of
. . 2 -] L]

e

ex.i sting techno.logy.

-

»
»

Simultaneously “the technology of object:.ves product:.on, and the obJectJ.ves-

banks resources, have maturcd considerably J.n the last few years such that the

tY

state of the art can, w.r.th careful zmplementatwn, sat;sfactomly address

most of the ;Lmnlementat;on dsz;culta.es.  The state of art does not, of course,

n

address the underlying pmlosop}u.cal .1ssue of profess;onaiism as conceived

.

by at least .on¢c national teachers orgamzat:.an.

@ ’

~ -
Conseauences of tho Use of Behavioral ijectivos in Ceria:in Key States
Some 39 states, as of a recent survey, ‘have adopted. one system or another
.- Y
ut;llzlng obgectxves as an aspcct—of introduein g accountability procedures.

.

Many diffoerent term arc uscd for those Fwo bhasic phcnomena but the plot is

[y

the samo. Flomda and Toxas, for examplc, use objectzves in the math and

v v

~

aomunwatlons areas in qrades K-9 as *a way to evaluate teacher performance, a

la pupil scores ;zn thoso areas. . Thisl'has the advantagc of allowing the bupi'l

to know: how woll all studcnts are- pz'ogze sing in certain key arcas. These

’objectzves‘ucts, howcver, are not: the whole curnculum but only tbose aspects

over w}uch demonstrable student achlevdment J.S decmed essential. Presently, thoy

are worklng on obgect1ve.) in other arcas and’at the 10~12 levels.

4
[}

California and Colorado discovcrcd tha,t they had moved too quickly to

.zmp]ement an accountablllty system heavily dependent on objectivcs, and as a

result of mgorous ob, Jectmn have retreatcd to consulcr alternatives.
Michigan and Florida have probably done morc than mo’st».other states
to implement accountabilityrsystems, .although Michigan is the only state that

.

announces its program as 'such.

<.
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Mich.igan has 22 state-appzoved goals with ten sets of,objectives in the

cogm.t.z.ve area, thz'ee sets .m the managcment area, and none for the remaining

nine goal areas. Tbey followed a process where.m there was larce public
involvement in goal sett.zng, then profess.zonal educators (including representa-
tives fron ozgamzat;ons) converted 13.-of the goals 1nto object:lves statements.’

These objectives were then convez"ted‘;toi ass¢ssment tests in reading and math.

They believe that measurement should be restricted to student output, and that

-

any process concerns should rather be included-in a statement of philosophy.
They believe that'measurementé of success must be. bascd on test data yespon-
 sive to predet:erm;ned obgectlves, and not on multiple "perccptians" of need or

accompl;,,shmcnt. In the g_evelomental stages of test:ing they discovered, as has
~ New Jersey, that the distriict:s did not, by and large, know how to make effective
. J B ‘ ¥

use of the test data'

il

Imnicéll'y, Miéhigan has .o rc-qu.ireménts t:hat: LEAs submit objectiveé. " The

state does, of eoursc, test, agamst‘ the mmmal but approved objectives.

quch are avallable to tho dzstmetzs. Naturally, Mlchzgan s t:est:m g program

*

is objectlvcs-refcrenccd. . ﬁ '

. Pinallu, Michigan having in,itiall‘g;ihvalved large numbers of educators
~ ‘ .. . i ‘ - .
and having produccd myriad objeétives de(:ided that a bctt:cr approach would

+

" pave been to prépare an approved format. for the wmt’mq of objcetz,ves and then
use more selcctlvelg appomted com;ttees to preglare and d;ssemlnate core

objectives. They recommended agalnst’ cncourag;ng— districts to prepare their
> .

- 2

own.core objecctives on thlic basis that there is not only great redundancy in

effort (and the waste that entails), but also that thél:e was no way, disf:ric‘t:; ‘

v a

to district, to standardize output.

-

‘-

Florida prepared its objectives through extensive local district(s)

involvement. One.of the first and unusual lessons learned was that when

o
’

i:eacﬁe;s'a“rc a part of the ;-onstruction process they oi;erproduce) thus virtually

.

: 7 . n

J
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burying the system in micro-objectives. Florida believes that the involvement of
the publ.zc in the preparat;on of "priority” or core objectives might have been

a better procedure. They found it dlffzcult to comumcate to the public the

essence’ of the teacher—prepared object.zves. K

Areas for testing have been l.zmz,ted to datc to readmg, wmt.mg, and math.

Objcct.zvoﬁ'; a Jamst which assessment :thIHS were prepared wére approved by a

~committee af 461: edueators .and 60’5’ censumers‘ Samc 35 representatives, passcﬁ

’ .

on the first dratt of the pmomt:y obgectives, and then the listing was N

subnu,tted to all the Flomda school adv.lsory comxttees. Thése latter committees .

are predomnantl r*mposod of la J Peopla. L -

v

-

Pl

' rlomda belmve_. that a mmmal tzme l;ne for thc lntroduction of an

)
@

. aqcountabilitg_sgstcm'as threco . years. ’_l’hc system as it now operates is in-its .
fifth years In their current offorts they are .proposing that objectives be
prepared on a torminal level for grades 10, 11, and 12 with extensive community

sign-off, and that on the lower levels (grédes 3, 5, and "8) witﬁ involvement from

R . ‘ . - .
the broader educational:community. All their tosting activitics are limited to Co.
° -’ Y ‘

« product or student outcome z'ncizsures.; -
. ¥ . .

«

’ '}!isosouri has taken the route of prescribing ,goals' primarily for theo mastery

.a

4 : .
of ”life' skills". esting is largely directed to how well the youngster can
demonstrate thosc skills neccss:{ry to sueccedlnq in the world after graduatmn. .

_Oregon has adopted the ‘Florida systom of us;.ng test data on pupzl achievement,

© “

not so much for tcacher evaluation but rather as a system for improv.mg the

°
e ’ -

state's management capabilities.




Summary

-In any approach to the use of objectives New Jersey is ﬁell‘advised to heed

-

the advxce of other states. This experzence can largely be .capsulized zn»the

fbllowung recommendat;ons. : ‘ i Y,

v

1-

2.

3.

4.

5,

6.

7.

8.

The communzty should be 1nvolved in objectzves-settzng as -

vthat process reflects termlnal skllls, and not in the ln-

<.

cremeqtal developmental stepss . S

That regérdless of the method selected fbr‘appointing people to :
the Eommitteés for the preparation and/or selection of

ébjectives that thcre first be a state-apéroved‘fbrmat for
oquctzvcs constzuctlon. Y,
That where and when poss1blc the state make prov1s;ons for
needed training in the sclect;on and writzng of object;ves.

rhat the preparation and approval of objectives be seen as

ohe aspéct of the greater need for comprehensive planning.

That whatever objectives emerge from the districts be

illustrated by cxamples and sample test items.

L ‘ v
That the SEA revicew said objectives for congruence With

* [}

the state! s goals.
That the cavorsz@n of approved obgect;ves on the d;strict

level be closely monitorcd by the state as they are canverted

_into test items. \

That if local autonomy surfaces as the key political issue in
a state that the SEA content 1tself with whatever terminal

objectives ecmerge as a result of reprcsentat;ve community

involvement. » .

» 3

L ]

That the state not recognize any organization as the bargaining

_ unit for professional groups, hut rather, that the loeal

/ ’ i :“ N < /
Y I .
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' su?brlntendent issue such invitations to cpmmzttees as he

“

sees fit, and that the local bargalnlng unzt(s) be 1nv1ted

to send representatives in proportlon to thelr respon51b117

- ities in the instructional sgstém. e

Posﬁscrigt

L Data for the writing of this pabér was elicited from the fblloﬁﬁng persons
to whom We express our appreciation:. _ )

Dr. Gordon Ascher, New Jerscy Asscssment Program

Dr.
Dr.
Dr.
Dr.
Mr.
Dr.

Jack Schmirlt, National Assessment Program

Cranc walker, Florida Assessment Program

Phomas Fischor, Michigan Asscssment Program '
Arthur Olsen, Cooperative Accountability Project
Stanley Salett, National Committee for Citizens in Education .
Bernard MecKenna, National Education Association
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Summary A //

In any apprgach to the USe' of objectives New Jersey is well advised to heed
the qdvidce of other states. This expe‘rs‘ie /e can largely be capsulized in the
following recommendations: //”

1. The community should Jbe ;ilnvolvq’«/i in objectives-setting as

> . that process reflects terminall skills, and not in the in- ‘ e
cremental aevelopmental steps.

2. That regardless of the method selected for appointing people to
the i:ommitte;as for the preparation and/or selection of
objectives that there first be a state-approved format fgr
objectives construction.

3. That where and when pos§i1;1e the state make provisions for
needed training in the selection and writing 6f objectives.

4. That the preparation and approval (‘objectives be seen as
one aspect of the greater need for comprehensive pianning.

5. That whatever objectives emerge from the districts be
illustrated by examples and sample tes;t.items. ‘

6. That the SEA review said objectives foz" congruence with
the state's goals. | ‘

7. That the coversion of approved objectives on the district
level be closely monitored by the state as they are converted
into test items;. / )

i 8. That if local aufonomy surfaces as the kéy political issue in
a state that the SEA content itself with wizqtever terminal
objectives emerge as a result of reézesentative community
involvement. . . ’ -

9. That the state not recognize any organization as the bargaining

unit for professional groups, ‘I?Ut rather that the local

/,
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Dr.
Dr.
Dr.
Dr.
Dr.
Mr.
Dr.

to whom we express our appreciation:

superintendent issue such invitations to committees as he ‘ \

‘ sees fit, and that the local bargaining unit(s) be invited

to send representatives in proportion to their responsibil~ /
~

/. o

S

ities in the instructional system.

 }
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Postscript
- !
Data for theé writing of this paper was elicited from téﬁgﬁﬁl&pwing persons

i

Gordon Ascher, New Jersey'Assessment Program

Jack Schmidt, National Assessment Program

Crane Walker, Florida Assessment Program

Thomas Fischer, Michigan Assessment Program

Arthur Olson, Cooperative Accountability Project

Stanley Salett, National Committee for Citizens \in Education
Bernard McKenna, National Education Associatioe;r
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